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THE REPLY FILED 26 January 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE 
ln%tZ e rll Urth Z ac SS n ^ y n tt ! e ^ plicant is , re . quired t0 avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a ' 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.113 may only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 

Examination ^RCEHn^mplianre' wrth^7 N CFR 1°1 14 P6al ( ™ th aPP6al fee)l ° r (3) 3 time ' y f '' ed ReqU6S f ° r Continue 
PERIOD FORREPI Y [check either a) or b)] 



?bl C h R 1 '7'? 'l^i*" 1 'I 0 " 11 (1 ' ex P' ration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office Jcta; wpy'as 
Ba^^l^nt^^i^^^'^srmuTO^ ' ater tha " ' hreS m ° n ' hS mai ''" 9 dafe ° f thefinat ' e ' eclion - even '< tlmel V <i ,ed < ma y n 

1 .□ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.M The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simpli 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . 
3-D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4.D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate timely filed 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5M The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)IE request for reconsideration has been considered 

application in condition for allowance ' 

6. Q The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7. M For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)E3 will not be entered or b)D will be entei 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: U8. 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8D The drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 

10. D Other: p- 
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CONTINUATION OF 2. NOTE: 

Applicants' proposed amendments necessitate further search and/or consideration, as the 
amendments to claim 1 raise new issue and further change the scope of the claimed invention by 
the deletion of functional limitations found in lines 8-1 1 and 13-17 and the addition of an 
"optional" limitation for the outlet zone in lines 18-19. 



In response to Applicants' arguments under the section titled, Withdrawal of the Finality 
of the Rejection , the Examiner respectfully submits that Applicants' arguments are.not found 
persuasive. Applicants argue, 

"Each of the rejections based upon 35 USC 102 or 103 in the noted Office Action 
apply a reference not earlier applied against the claims. The Office Action suggests that 
such finality is proper because of" [applicant's amendment.' This is not correct." 

"The Office Action applied a specific portion of the [Dean] reference, a portion 
dealing with a regeneration section of a hydrocarbon catalytic cracking reactor system, in 
such a way that the reaction taking place within the regenerator was ignored. In 
summary, the rejection was simply that 'a reactor is a reactor.' The current rejections, 
based on the multiple references found in this Office Action, urges a similar basis by 
ignoring the functional limitations found in the claims relating to the 'configured to' 
parameters found in those claims." 

"It is not applicants' amendments to the claims that causes the addition of the new 
prior art against the claims. Instead it was simply the inapplicability of the previous prior 
art to those claims." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As originally filed, Applicants claimed, 

"A riser reactor. . . which consists of a prelift zone, a first reaction zone, a second 
reaction zone with enlarged diameter, an outlet zone with reduced diameter along coaxial 
direction from bottom to top of the riser reactor, and the end of the outlet zone connects 
to a horizontal tube." 
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No functional limitations were originally recited for the first and second reaction zones of the 
riser reactor, and hence, the Examiner properly interpreted to claim's scope to cover any riser 
reactor possessing the claimed structural components, functionally capable of conducting any 
reaction, or as simply put by Applicants, "a reactor is a reactor." Thus, the Dean reference was 
applied as meeting the originally claimed structural components, despite the reference's teaching 
of conducting a regeneration reaction within the reaction zones. 

In the response filed on August 21, 2003, Applicants amended the claim to recite, 
"A riser reactor. . . wherein the riser reactor comprises. . . 

a) aprelift zone... 

b) a first reaction zone. . . wherein the first reaction zone is configured so that a 
hydrocarbon cracking reaction taking place in the first reaction zone. 

c) a second reaction zone. . . wherein the second reaction zone is configured so that a 
hydrocarbon cracking reaction taking place in the second reaction zone... 

d) an outlet zone..." 

Applicants' amendment overcame the Dean reference, as the newly added limitations 
necessitated that the riser reactor be functionally capable of conducting a hydrocarbon cracking 
reaction within the respective reaction zones. In contrast, the riser reactor in the Dean reference 
is not functionally capable of performing the intended use of a hydrocarbon cracking reaction but 
is instead intended for performing a regeneration reaction, since a separate region in the 

"Dean is utilized for conducting the hydrocarbon cracking reaction. Thus, new 
references and new grounds of rejection were applied in order to meet Applicants' newly added 
s, making the Office Action FINAL. 
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In response to Applicants arguments that "functional limitations found in the claims in 
relation to the 'configured to' parameters" were simply ignored, please note that although 
patentable weight was given to the functional capability of the riser reactor to conduct a 
hydrocarbon cracking reaction within the respective reaction zones, the specific parameters 
relating to the hydrocarbon cracking reaction, i.e., reaction temperatures, ratios of catalyst to oil, 
reaction times, were not given patentable weight, as such parameters are not considered elements 
of the apparatus, but process limitations. 
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